[Editor's Note: Most textbook accounts of the fifth-century christological debates suggest that the humanity of Jesus was the primary concern of the Antiochene theologians. From this perspective, Alexandrian Christology, represented by Cyril, appears to have fundamentally misunderstood the meaning of the Incarnation. Dr. O'Keefe argues that the primary theological concern of the debates was the impassibility of God. Thus, the Alexandrians, rather than the Antiochenes, are shown to have defended more faithfully the humanity of the Son of God.] 
ply that God suffered in some way? It should come as no surprise, then, that God's impassibility emerged as a key issue in the christological debates of the next century. 6 In order to understand the christological debate, we must recognize that concern about God's impassibility goes to the heart of the controversy itself. I will argue that the conflict between Cyril and the Antiochenes is not a conflict between the historically insensitive and the historically sensitive, or between one who would minimize Jesus' humanity and those who would defend it. Rather, the conflict emerges when the scriptural narrative collides with certain philosophical presuppositions about what God can and cannot be like. In my view, Cyril wanted to say that when philosophy and the biblical narrative conflict, preference ought to be given to the biblical narrative. The Antiochenes tended to do the reverse. In practical terms, this means that Cyril's christological expression appeared dangerously "theopaschite" to his Antiochene antagonists.
Scholarly discussions of both the trinitarian and christological controversies have tended to focus on the evolution of vocabulary, such as the distinction between "hypostasis" and "ousia" in the fourth century or the meaning of "physis" and "prosopon" in the fifth. Certainly, understanding these and other terms is vital to the effort to reconstruct these christological debates. 7 Here, however, I am more interested in the judgments behind the vocabulary. More specifically, I want to highlight the insights that led specific authors to use a particular word or phrase, rather than simply focusing on the word or phrase itself. From this perspective, I think it may be helpful to see the christological controversy less as a debate about terminology and more as a debate about the fullness of God's presence in the world. To use patristic language, the fight was about the reality of the "economy of the Word. Within the limits of his own worldview, Cyril pushed language as far as he could, underscoring the fullness of God's participation with us. Conversely, the Antiochenes resisted Cyril's impulse, fearing that it would compromise the integrity of the godhead. Ironically, the Nicene theology defended by the Antiochenes was itself a debate about fullness of participation, the fullness of Jesus' partici-pation in God and, by extension, the fullness of our participation in God. Since Cyril's position insists upon both our ftdl participation in God through the Son (Nicaea) and God's full participation with us, also through the Son (Chalcedon), we should not be surprised that he, and not the Antiochenes, won the day in 451. His Christology is logically an unfolding of a judgment implicit in Nicene thought.
THE CONTEXT: PATRISTIC EXEGESIS AND NICENE THEOLOGY
The position outlined above gains strength from recent scholarly work in the area of patristic biblical exegesis. An emerging consensus of scholars suggests that the difference between Alexandria and Antioch cannot be explained by an appeal either to method or to ^historical awareness. 8 Cyril, Nestorius, and Theodoret were arguing about the meaning of the Incarnation, not about the historical details of the event. They all agreed that the Bible was the revealed word of God. They agreed that it gave reliable information about events of the past, including the events of the life, death, and Resurrection of Jesus. They all agreed that Jesus was the Son of God, and they understood this to mean that he was "homoousios" with the Father. In other words, all accepted Nicene theology and understood it fundamentally in the same way. Indeed, all were anxious to find a christological language that could somehow cope with the paradoxical claim that the second person of the Trinity, who all agreed was very God from very God, could at the same time be said to be incarnate as Jesus of Nazareth, a man with a human mind and a human soul. However, Cyril, Nestorius, and Theodoret differed in the way they reconciled these common commitments with some of the unresolved implications of Nicene theology. For none, however, was history or 'the historical Jesus" a factor in the formulation of christological expression. All the theologians of the controversy were decidedly ancient in their thinking.
A second source of confirmation for the thesis I am here advancing comes from the improved understanding of Nicene thought that has been achieved in the past decade. 9 In the fourth century, Athanasius and the Cappadocians were able to allay anti-Nicene concerns about divine passibility both by separating God the Word from the creation and by creating a theological language to describe begetting and pro- cession as an eternal characteristic of the godhead which did not imply change and development. 10 But they did not adequately explain how that Word could be intimately present in his own creation without being touched by it and without transmitting the effects of contact to the inner Trinity. Athanasius understood this problem and, as is evident especially in his Orations against the Arians, attempted to categorize biblical language as referencing the Son qua human or the Son qua divine. Despite this rather glaring problem, the Nicene theologians chose to retain language underscoring the Son's divinity when the threat to impassibility could easily have been neutralized by assigning the Son a mediatorial, subordinate role. Because they did not do this, the problem shifted from primarily theological to primarily christological. The temptation for the next generation of theologians would be to attempt to avoid the theopaschite implications of Nicene thought by viewing all "passion" language in the New Testament as referring to the human nature of Jesus.
Given the continuity of the issues, it is curious that the fifth-century debates are not usually presented in terms of "Nicaea continued." The theologians of the fifth century did not suddenly discover an interest in the human Jesus. Rather, their attention shifted from the relationship of the Son to the Father to the relationship of the Son to the human. In both cases attention focuses on God the Word. Cyril, Nestorius, and Theodoret all believed that they were defending the Nicene faith. Hence, the debates that culminated in the Council of Chalcedon may fairly be described as an unfolding of the theological implications of Nicaea and not as the emergence of a completely new problem.
Given, therefore that patristic commentators on Scripture were not really interested in history as we understand it and that we now have a deeper understanding of the influence of ancient notions of divine impassibility on the development of Nicene theology, it now remains to consider how Cyril, Nestorius, and Theodoret attempted to resolve the theological problem they inherited.
Cyril's efforts, as we shall see, revolved primarily around an intertextual reading of the New Testament.
11 That is, several Pauline texts provided him with an interpretive key to understanding the Word's human presence. Cyril's starting point was the "economic" Christ whom we meet in Scripture and in the Church. Since the scriptural language seemed to stress the fullness of God's presence, Cyril did not retreat from it. Although he maintained that God is impassible, the issue ranked second in his mind. Conversely, the effort of Nestor-ius and Theodoret centered around their fears that overly zealous incarnational language threatened the Nicene view of God by reintroducing suffering and other passions into the godhead. While they clearly emphasized the full humanity of Christ (against Apollinarianism), their two-nature Christology is designed to avoid speaking carelessly about the fullness of God's presence and, thereby, implicating God in things properly human. Already in his Letter to the Monks, Cyril realized that his position flirted dangerously with theopaschite language. Moreover, as the controversy unfolded he understood that this language was itself the center of Antiochene anxiety about his Christology. Yet from his point of view the Antiochenes were so concerned about protecting the impassibility of God that they missed the entire point of the Incarnation. This passage from the Letter to the Monks is typical of Cyril's perspective: "For he was the Word in his own body born from a woman, and he gave it to death in due season, but he suffered nothing at all in his own nature for as such he is life and life-giver. Nonetheless he made the things of the flesh his own so that the suffering could be said to be his."
CYRIL
16 By 430, the year of the Third Letter to Nestorius, Cyril was ready to push the limits of this language even more. "If anyone does not confess," he wrote in the twelfth anathema, "that the Word of God suffered in the flesh, was crucified in the flesh, and tasted death in the flesh, becoming the first-born from the dead, although as God he is life and life-giving, let him be anathema." Finally, by the time of the more mature works, the Scholia on the Incarnation and the treatise That Christ is One, Cyril had honed his language even more and spoke paradoxically about the "impassible suffering of the Son."
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While it is true that his philosophical education was limited, 18 Cyril understood and accepted the doctrine of divine impassibility. Because of this, he must have understood that such deliberate use of paradoxical language would both antagonize the Antiochenes and leave him exposed to the charge that he was a theopaschite. 19 Cyril, like all exegetes, read the Bible through certain key texts. Augustine, for example, embraced Paul's thought in Romans 7 and 9 and created a theology of grace and sin that has dominated Western readings of the Scripture ever since. 21 Cyril also relied upon key texts. As the Nestorian controversy progressed, Cyril realized that a new problem had emerged and that the primary question was not the divine status of the Son, but the fullness of the Son's human presence. In tandem with this realization, his attention shifted to biblical passages that concentrate on the Son's participation in human limitation, in particular John 1:14, Hebrews 2:14-17, and Philippians 2:6-8. 22 In other words, Cyril's choice of texts, far from reflecting an attempt to minimize the humanity of the Word, as some scholars have claimed, However, if we pay attention to the way Cyril responded to them, we quickly realize that these are also the objections of men who were extraordinarily worred about the theopaschite implications of Cyril's writings. These worries, more than charges that he espoused Apollinarian views, struck close to home.
In the Second Letter to Succensus, often drawing on his favorite texts (John 1:14, Philippians 2:7, and Hebrews 2:16), Cyril turned these accusations upside down: his opponents erred not in their insistence on the full humanity of the incarnate Word, but in their exaggerated fear of attributing suffering to God. 'They do not," he complained, "understand the economy, and make wicked attempts to displace the suffering to the man on his own, foolishly seeking a piety that does them harm." 39 True, Cyril himself did not attribute suffering directly to the Word in his own nature, but for him, such distinctions fade to insignificance after the Incarnation: "we recognize two natures in him ... but we divided them only at a theoretical level (en philais dielontes ennoiais), and by subtle speculation (en ischnais theoriaisX or rather we accept the distinction only in our mental intuitions (nou phantasiais).
n4° When we encounter Christ, we encounter a single subject, the Word made flesh; hence, "we do not rule out the legitimacy of saying that he suffered."
41
Cyril knew that this position seemed to imply that God's impassible nature was compromised and he tried to find ways to work around it. As a first line of defense, he explained that he was merely reflecting on the economy of the Word as revealed in Scripture; he was not attempting to explain God in God's self. Hence, in the mature Christology of his That Christ is One, Cyril wrote:
He suffers in his own flesh, and not in the nature of the Godhead. deductions ... we do not deny that he can be said to suffer (in case we thereby imply that the birth in the flesh was not his but someone else's), but this does not mean that we say that the things pertaining to the flesh transpired in his divine and transcendent nature.
42
Cyril's commitment to the notion of divine impassibility conflicted with the sense of the scriptural narrative: the fully divine Nicene Son seemed to suffer. It is not a very large step to overt theopaschite language, yet Cyril avoided that. Nonetheless he leaned in the direction of the narrative and gave it a privileged place in his thought. The narrative of Incarnation, not the notion of impassibility, ¿ove his Christology. This put Cyril in the awkward position of having to resort to paradoxical language to express how God the Son could both suffer and not suffer. According to Cyril, the only way to articulate this mystery was to say that the Son "suffered impassibly."
43
His Antiochene opponents read this paraodoxical language as an implicit denial of God's impassible nature, while his modern opponents tend to find in this language further evidence that Cyril never understood the importance of Christ's humanity. Neither interpretation is correct. In Cyril's view, the text spoke clearly of a Christ who both suffered and was God. Failure to allow the text to speak, in his view, is precisely the reason that the theology of his opponents fell short. The following passage from Cyril's short treatise On the Creed contains all of the main themes of his critique: Why, then, our opponents, who in their extreme folly do not forbear to hold or express the views of Nestorius and Theodore, must answer our question: 'Do you refuse to allow him who is of the holy Virgin his being God and true Son of God the Father? Do you allot suffering to him alone, fending it off from God the Word to avoid God's being declared passible?' This is the point of their pedantic, muddleheaded fictions. In that case, the Word of God the Father on his own and by himself should not be called 'Christ'; for just as suffering is out of character with him when he is considered in isolation from the flesh, so is anointing an inconsistent feature alien to him. For God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost, but the Word of God is utterly complete in himself and required no anointing through the Holy Ghost. In which case, deny God's plan, banish the Only-begotten from any love toward the world! 'Christ' you must not call him. Was not his created existence within human limitations a lowly thing? In which case, seeing that that is out of character with him, nobody must acknowledge that he has become man, with the result that Christ can tell them: 'you err, knowing neither the scriptures nor God's power.' around the absolute centrality of the Son's impassible nature. This, not the need to emphasize the human, was his primary concern. For this reason he resisted Cyril's "mia physis" slogan to the end. 52 The following passage typifies Nestorius's reasons for suspecting Alexandrian thought: All the human things, which now men are ashamed to predicate of him, the Evangelists were not ashamed to predicate, those which without being ashamed they made over to the divine nature through the union of the natural hypostasis: God suffering the sufferings of the body because he is naturally united in nature, thirsting, hungering, in poverty, in anxiety, meditation, praying And the properties of God the Word they set at nought and make them human Surely it is an awful and dreadful thing to conceive this and to tell men what and what sort of thought they have concerning the Son, that he is both made and created and that he had been changed from impassible to passible and from immortal to mortal and from unchangeable to changeable... ,
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Nestorius's concerns about the "Godness of God" clearly weigh more heavily upon his mind than the historical or human Jesus.
Theodoret

Given his unfortunate end, it would not be unfair to say that Nestorius was not the best of ancient theologians (pace Milton Anastos 54
). He certainly was no match for Cyril either intellectually or politically. Another Antiochene theologian, however, Theodoret of Cyrus, presented Cyril with a far more sophisticated challenge. Theodoret probably wrote the so-called "Formula of Reunion," which made possible the reconciliation of the sees of Antioch and Alexandria after the Council of Ephesus. Since Cyril signed this document, it is likely that he respected the abilities of the theologian responsible for it. In fact, some scholars have noted that Cyril and Theodoret both seemed to have learned from the other's critique. 55 While such an exchange of ideas certainly took place, we should not conclude that the two theologians were in fundamental agreement. Theodoret's thought remained characteristically Antiochene. The impassible triune God of the Nicene faith, not the human Jesus, went to the heart of his Christology. CyriFs ideas, in Theodoret's view, came uncomfortably close to denying this fundamental doctrine. Theodoret clearly articulates these concerns in his treatise Eranistes written in 447 or 44e.
56 Some scholars believe that this text preserves Theodoret's response to Eutyches and the growing chorus of more strident monophysite voices emerging in the years leading up to the Council of Chalcedon. Nevertheless, Frances Young has argued convincingly that Theodoret's Christology did not really change much from the days when he was contending with Cyril, and I am not convinced that Eutyches was the only single-nature theologian Theodoret had in mind when he was writing this text.
57 While Theodoret may have learned from Cyril, this did not induce him to refrain from critique.
In any case, Eranistes represents Theodoret's mature thought. Clearly he read and understood the arguments of his opponents; he even gave them a fair hearing, despite the sarcastic title.
58 But what does this treatise tell us? The text is quite explicit: Theodoret sought both to avoid denying that Christ had a human soul (Apollinarius) and to avoid attributing suffering to the nature of the Word (Arius/ Eunomius). 59 The following passage taken from the prologue to the Eranistes typifies Theodoret's position:
To call the godhood and the manhood of the Lord Christ one nature is the error filched from the follies of Apollinarius. Again the attribution of the capacity of suffering to the divinity of the Christ is a theft from the blasphemy of Arius and Eunomius. Thus the main principle of their teaching is like beggars' gabardines-a cento of illmatched rags.
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We can see clearly here that the fundamental impulse behind Theodoret's two-nature solution is to stress that Christ is a complete human being and to insist that God as God the Word remains safely separate from the sufferings of that human being. Those who think otherwise-the unfortunate "collector" (eranistes) of the dialoguehave departed from the faith of Nicaea. so much scholarly attention, it is easy not to notice that Theodoret believed the denial of impassibility of God to be the more insidious error. The depth of Theodoret's interest in this issue is reflected in the structure of the Eranistes itself. The text is comprised of three dialogues: "The Immutable (atreptos)" "The Unconfiised (asygchytos)" and "The Impassible (apathes)" Theodoret used all of these terms as variations on the theme "the impassibility of God." All three reflect his basic stance: any position that does not adequately articulate the two natures of Christ inevitably threatens God with suffering and turns away from the insights of the Council of Nicaea.
In the first dialogue, "The Immutable," Theodoret's mouthpiece, Orthodoxus, attempts to point out the silliness of Eranistes' poor efforts to claim that God the Trinity cannot change while, at the same time, clinging to an overly literal interpretation of John 1:14, "the Word became flesh." Eranistes, like Cyril, prefers to adhere to the biblical language, but Orthodoxus presses the point, insisting that the passage must be understood to mean that the Word took a complete humanity. Without this qualification, he reasons, the Word has either changed into flesh (which would compromise his immutable nature as God) or he has only appeared to be human (which is docetism). In a similar way, Orthodoxus suggests, we must interpret a variety of texts, including some of Cyril's other favorites, such as Philippians 2:6-8 and Hebrews 2:14-17.
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On the one hand, the first dialogue does underscore Theodoret's fears that a one-nature Christology would overwhelm the humanity of the incarnate Word; in this sense it fleshes out the anti-Apollinarian theme introduced in the prologue. However, the motive for this fear seems to be that such a Christology leaves God defenseless against mutability, change, and suffering. Theodoret is asking a very basic question: If we accept as a point of departure the conclusion that God the Word cannot change and the Word's humanity is a real humanity, what kind of Christology must we have? 63 In other words, his commitment to divine impassibility pushes his Christology in a certain direction. The problem for Theodoret, or at least Orthodoxus, is that this full humanity must not be allowed to come too close to the immutable God.
In the second dialogue, "The Unconfiised," Orthodoxus attempts to give the monophysite position of Eranistes a fair hearing. Both agree at the beginning that any christological synthesis must avoid the twin perils of Arius and Apollinarius. For Orthodoxus, however, only uncompromising insistence on the two-nature formula will accomplish this; he seems especially worried about degrading the dignity of the Godhead. "Is it not impious and shocking," he declaims, "while main- 67 For Theodoret, this could only be a foolish intel lectual carelessness that blasphemed the Trinity and compromised God's transcendence. This, not a deep concern for the history and hu manity of Jesus, best accounts for the form and shape of his Christol ogy. Cyril and Theodoret iead the same narratives about Christ. Both knew that the texts described a suffering Christ. Cyril was more will ing than Theodoret, however, to allow the particular language of the text a kind of priority, evpn when doing so meant that one would be forced to speak of things like impassible suffering. For Cyril, the text controls his thinking about impassibility; for Theodoret, impassibility controls his thinking about the text.
CONCLUSION
The evidence assembled here indicates that the impassibility of God and not the humanity of Jesus was the driving force behind the chris tological debates of the fifth century. In a sense, we should under stand these debates as thé unfolding of the implications of the Council of Nicaea and not as a shift of attention from God to the human. While Nicene theologians pondered the mystery of the Son's relation- When it came to developing the implications of this conviction, however, Cyril and the Antiochenes followed different paths. What would happen to God if God came into direct contact with human nature and was affected by the passions associated with that nature? While none of these authors was willing to say that God suffered in God's own nature because of the Incarnation, when it came to the economy of the Word the issues were different. From Cyril's perspective, talk about Christ should highlight the fullness of God's participation with us. Theopaschite language could be used both because the Scriptures had used it and because it heightened the sense of wonder before God's voluntary condescension. The entire weight of Cyril's Christology pushes on the paradox of Incarnation: the infinite has become finite, the impassible passible, the divine human. For him, the Antiochenes feared the implications of the Scriptures, preferring their philosophical commitments to the plain sense of the narrative. Oddly, Cyril, who as an Alexandrian is supposed to be more "allegorical" in his interpretations, in this instance is more "literal."
Nestorius and Theodoret surely had a point when they worried that Cyril's Christology blurred the distinction between God and human, threatening God's "godness. Based upon these observations, I would argue that textbook accounts of the christological controversy are in need of revision. We should take care not to imply that somehow the Antiochene theologians anticipated modern historical method in their discussion of the humanity of Christ. Antiochene theologians had no interest at all in anything like the modern attempt to recover a historical Jesus. Moreover, Antiochene Christology, far from being a low Christology, actually worried more about protecting the Son's divinity than it worried about the details of Jesus's human life. As a Christology, it was fairly "high." Indeed, it is striking how infrequently Jesus is mentioned; the term of preference is "Christ." If my reading of the controversy is correct and the fullness of God's presence is really at the heart of what Cyril sought to affirm, then it would be fair to say that Cyril's position is logically the same as Nicaea, while, ironically, the Antiochene position has more in common with anti-Nicene theology. Nicaea affirmed the unmediated participation of the Son in God; Cyril affirmed the unmediated participation of the Son with us. Anti-Nicenes and Antiochenes both proposed mediation as a way to minimize the implications of a Christian narrative that seemed to speak recklessly about God and humanity drawing near each other. While we need not say that Nestorius and Theodoret were absolutely wrong in their desire to insist that God and humanity must never be confused, it seems to me that there is good reason that the Christian tradition has preferred Cyril's vision to theirs.
69
Finally, although, Nestorius and Theodoret were not interested in history and the human Jesus, there is a way in which they do anticipate modern Christology. In the same way that ancient Antiochene thinkers kept God and humanity separate by focusing on God's impassibility, many contemporary theologians keep God and humanity separate by focusing on Jesus and Jesus's humanity. Jesus is not the unmediated presence of the second person of the Trinity, but a man, with a profound sense of God, who points the way to the transcendent mystery beyond himself. Ironically, some of these theologians would also claim without hesitation that God suffers. how. Where does God contact the world? How does a god who is absolutely transcendent contact our pathos at all? If we do not have a sufficiently incarnational Christology, we may even today complain with Cyril: "they do not understand the economy."
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Reflecting on the mystery of suffering, Annie Dillard asks the question, "Does God touch the world at all?" 72 Were Cyril to respond to this question, he would have said yes. Nestorius and Theodoret, however, were not so sure. And many moderns would answer yes but not specify where God does touch the world. Perhaps the lesson we can best learn from the christological controversy of the fifth century is that Christian theology, in particular Christology, should pay attention to the particular words that narrate to us the story of salvation. Cyril recognized in those narratives shocking claims about the fullness of God's participation with us in the concrete person of Jesus. He understood that those narratives provide the grammar of Christian discourse, and that to those narratives other convictions, for example the impassibility of God, should be subordinate. Nestorius and Theodoret backed away from the implications of the Incarnation. Cyril did not.
